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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the im ention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such Ml, clear, concise, and exact temis as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of canying out his invention. 

1 . Claims 1 , 6, 8 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claims 1, 6 and 12 contain subject matter 
"invitation" or "invitations" which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the 
application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-2 and 12-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable by 
Walker et al., U.S. Patent No.: 5,794,207, in view of Armstrong et al., (US Patent Number: 
5,627,973), in view of Official Notice, fiirther in view of Gindlesperger, (US Patent Number: 
6,397,197 Bl), fiirther in view of Official Notice. 

3. As per claim 1, Walker et al. teaches a system for determining overall capability of a 
trading partner, in a bidding system with which trading partners present their bidding prices via a 
network, in response to presented by a buyer company, comprising: 
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a trading partner database representing capabilities of the trading partners, from the 
trading partner database (see column 12, lines 54-67, column 13, lines 10-22, column 16, lines 
29-43, column 18 and column 19, lines 18-21); of the capabilities of the trading partner (see 
column 12, lines 54-67, column 13, lines 10-22, column 16, lines 29-43, column 18 and column 
19, lines 18-21); a database to be quoted by trading partners (column 1, lines 43-50; column 3, 
line 1-8; column 9, lines 17-30); and a controller arranged to determine bidding trading partners 
that show bidding prices, of the bidding trading partners (Fig. 6; abstract; column 1, lines 43-49; 
column 32, lines 10-13; column 12, lines 54-67, column 13, lines 10-22, column 16, lines 29-43 
and column 1 9, lines 1 8-2 1 ; page 1) from the trading partner database (see column 1 3, lines 1 1 - 
22), to select a trading partner to supply from the bidding trading partners based on the bidding 
prices (see column 11, lines 44-50, column 16, lines 29-43 and column 33, line 66-column 34, 
line 4); 

Walker et al. does not teach: for storing scores on a plurality of estimation items. An 
element weight table containing weights for the plurality of estimation items for each of; to 
retrieve scores on the pliirality of estimation items; to multiply a score on each of the estimation 
items by a weight for the estimation item for the presented by the buyer to calculate a weighted 
score on each of the estimation items for the for each of the bidding trading partners; to sum 
weighted scores of the estimation items to calculate a weighted overall score for the for each of 
the bidding trading partners; and based on the weighted overall scores; bid invitation; a plurality 
of bid invitations; bid invitations; the selected trading partner being one whose bidding price is 
not greater than a target price plus x% and who has the highest overall score of capabilities. 
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Armstrong et al. teaches: for storing scores on a plurality of estimation items (abstract, 
column 1-2 and columns 9-24); An element weight table containing weights for the plurality of 
estimation items for each of (abstract, columns 1-2 and columns 9-24); Said (abstract, columns 
1-2 and columns 9-24); to retrieve scores on the plurality of estimation items (abstract, columns 

1-2 and columns 9-24); to retrieve weights for the plurality of estimation items for the presented 
by the buyer company, from the element weight table (abstract, columns 1-2 and columns 9-24); 

Therefore, it would have been prima facie obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to add for storing scores on a plurality of estimation items, an element 
weight table containing weights for the plurality of estimation items for each of, said, to retrieve 
scores on the plurality of estimation items, to retrieve weights for the plurality of estimation 
items for the presented by the buyer company and from the element weight table features to the 
system of Walker et al., because Armstrong et al. teaches adding the features help to convince 
the customer of the ability of vendor to substantially help the customer fiilfill its needs (column 1 
and abstract). 

Official Notice is taken that to multiply a number or a score by a weight to calculate a 
weighted score or number and too sum weighted scores or number to calculate a weighted 
overall score or number for individuals and based on weighted overall score is old and well 
known in the business to use expected value formula to provide efficient and accurate system 
and method for calculating an average or central value in order to make an informed decision by 
a user or system. Therefore, it would have been obvious at the time of invention to add to 
multiply a number or a score by a weight to calculate a weighted score or number and too sum 
weighted scores or number to calculate a weighted overall score or number for individuals to the 
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system for determining of a trading partner. The applicant does not properly traverse the Official 
Notice. Therefore, the Official Notice is the admitted prior art. 

Gindlesperger teaches bid invitation (abstract; column 1, lines 9-25; claims 1-2 and 9); a 
plurality of bid invitations (abstract; column 1, lines 9-25; claims 1-2 and 9); bid invitations 

(abstract; column 1, lines 9-25; claims 1-2 and 9); 

Therefore, it would have been prima facie obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to add bid invitation, a plurality of bid invitations and bid invitations 
features to the system of Walker et al., because Gindlesperger teaches adding the features help to 
provide a competitive bid selection (abstract). 

Official Notice is taken that selected trading partner being one whose bidding price is not 

greater than a target price plus x% and who has highest overall score of capabilities is old and 
well known in the business to use expected value formula to provide efficient and accurate 
system and method of trading partner capabilities which help to make an informed decision by a 
user or system. Therefore, it would have been obvious at the time of invention to add selected 

trading partner being one whose bidding price is not greater than a target price plus x% and who 
has highest overall score of capabilities to the system for determining of a trading partner. 

4. As per claim 2, Walker et al., Gindlesperger, Armstrong et al. and Official Notice teach a 
system for determining overall capability of a trading partner, according to claim 1 described 
above. Walker et al. fiirther teaches: 

wherein the representing capabilities of the trading partners (see column 12, lines 13-15 
and 56-67) stored in the trading partner database are representing capabilities of the trading 
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partners on a plurality of estimation items, in numerical form, based on any of information on the 
trading partners, obtained from the trading partners (see column 13, lines 11-38 and column 16, 
lines 29-43), information concerning estimation of the trading partners, kept by the buyer 
company and business information concerning the trading partners (see abstract and column 9, 
lines 14-22), obtained from external credit-ranking agencies (see column 9, lines 1-22). 

Walker et al. does not teach scores. 

Armstrong et al. teaches scores (abstract, columns 1-2 and columns 9-24). 

Therefore, it would have been prima facie obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to add scores feature to the system of Walker et al., because Armstrong 
et al. teaches adding the features help to convince the customer of the ability of vendor to 
substantially help the customer fiilfill its needs (column 1 and abstract). 

5. As per claim 12, claim 12 is equivalent of claim 1. Please refer to claim 1 rejection 
described above. 

6. As per claim 13, claim 13 is equivalent of claim 2. Please refer to claim 2 rejection 

described above. 

7. Claim 6 is rejected mder 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker et al., U.S. 
Patent No.: 5,794,207, in view of Armstrong et al., (US Patent Number: 5,627,973), in view of 
Official Notice, in view of Aycock et al., US Patent Number: 5,765,138, in view of Official 
Notice, fiirther in view of Gindlesperger (US Patent Number: 6,397,197 Bl). 
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8. As per claim 6, Walker et al., Gindlesperger, Armstrong et al. and Official Notice teach a 
system for determining overall capability of a trading partner, according to claim 1 described 
above. Walker et al. teaches the controller (Fig. 6; see abstract; column 1, lines 43-49; column 
32, lines 10-13; column 12, lines 54-67, column 13, lines 10-22, column 16, lines 29-43 and 
column 19, lines 18-21; page 1) Walker et does not teach is further arranged to choose a 
selecting routine from a plurality of predetermined selecting routines, according to an article 
subjected to the bidding and to select a trading partner or trading partners for the by executing 
the chosen selecting routine. Aycock et al. fiirther teaches is further arranged to choose a 
selecting routine from a plurality of predetermined selecting routines, according to an article 
subjected to the bidding and to select a trading partner or trading partners for the by executing 
the chosen selecting routine (column 4, lines 20-39; column 7-8 and claims 23-25). 

Therefore, it would have been prima facie obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to is fiirther arranged to choose a selecting routine from a plurality of 
predetermined selecting routines, according to an article subjected to the bidding and to select a 
trading partner or trading partners for the by executing the chosen selecting routine to Walker et 
al, because Aycock teaches adding the feature helps to provide a system that enables a more 
objective analysis for evaluating supplier capabilities to qualify a supplier as a vendor for a 
project (columns 1-2). 

Walker does not teach: bid invitation. 

Gindlesperger teaches bid invitation (abstract; column 1, lines 9-25; claims 1-2 and 9); 
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Therefore, it would have been prima facie obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to add bid invitationfeature to the system of Walker et al., because 
Gindlesperger teaches adding the features help to provide a competitive bid selection (abstract). 

9. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker et al., U.S. 
Patent No.: 5,794,207, in view of Armstrong et al., (US Patent Number: 5,627,973), in view of 
Official Notice, in view of Aycock et al., US Patent Number: 5,765,138, in view of Madoff et al, 
US Publication Number: 2001/0044767 Al (US Publication Number: 2001/0044767 Al) in view 
of Official Notice, fiirther in view of Gindlesperger (US Patent Number: 6,397,197 Bl). 

10. As per claim 8, Walker et al., Gindlesperger, Armstrong et al.. Official Notice and 
Aycock et al. teach the system for determining overall capability of a trading partner, according 
to claim 6 described above. Walker et al. teaches wherein the controller (Fig. 6; see abstract; 
column 1, lines 43-49; coliunn 32, lines 10-13; column 12, lines 54-67, column 13, lines 10-22, 
column 16, lines 29-43 and column 19, lines 18-21; page 1) and to select trading partners 
(column 11, lines 44-50; column 16, lines 29-43 and column 33, line 66-column 34, line 4); for 
the (see column 11, lines 44-50, column 16, lines 29-43 and column 33, line 66-column 34, line 
4); in numerical form to (see column 13, lines 1 1-38 and column 16, lines 29-43). Walker et al. 
does not teach is fiirther arranged to represent a difference between the bidding price and a target 
price predetermined, the weighted data represented in order of decreasing value of the data 
represented, after the addition, bid invitation and overall score. 
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Armstrong et al. teaches the weighted represented in order of decreasing value of the represented 
(abstract, columns 1-2 and columns 9-24). 

Therefore, it would have been prima facie obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to add the weighted represented in order of decreasing value of the 
represented feature to the system of Walker et al., because Armstrong et al. teaches adding the 
feature help to convince the customer of the ability of vendor to substantially help the customer 
fulfill its needs (column 1 and abstract). 

Madoff et al. teaches further arranged to represent a difference between the bidding price and a 
target price predetermined, add the price difference (Figs. 2-8; paragraphs 0029, 0032, 0037, 
0042-0043); to add the price difference represented to, after the addition (Figs. 2-8; paragraphs 
0029, 0032, 0037, 0042-0043). 

Therefore, it would have been prima facie obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to add further arranged to represent a difference between the bidding 
price and a target price predetermined, add the price difference and to add the price difference 
represented to, after the addition features to the system of Walker et al., because Madoff et al.. 
teaches adding the features help to achieve the best price in the market at the current time or to 
improve the execution price relative to spread (paragraphs 0029; abstract; columns 1-3). 

Official Notice is taken that overall score feature s is old and well known in the business 
to use expected value formula to provide efficient and accurate system and method of trading 
partner capabilities which help to make an informed decision by a user or system. Therefore, it 
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would have been obvious at the time of invention to add overall score to the system for 
determining of a trading partner. 

Gindlesperger teaches bid invitation (abstract; column 1, lines 9-25; claims 1-2 and 9); 

Therefore, it would have been prima facie obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to add bid invitation feature to the system of Walker et al., because 
Gindlesperger teaches adding the features help to provide a competitive bid selection (abstract). 

Response to Arguments 
1 1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-2, 6, 8 and 12-13 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MARISSA LIU whose telephone number is (571)270-1370. The 
examiner can normally be reached on IFP. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, James Trammell can be reached on 571-272-6712. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from tlie Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



M. L./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3694 

/James P Trammell/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3694 



